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I also don’t know what the Board of County Commissioners is willing to do relative to
acquiring the Aitken property. Because the only way that we can get access to it as well is
through the Aitken property. The cleanup we had planned is on the Akin property.

So if the Board wants us to throw away what we’ve been working on and try
some other completely different approach we could try that but I can tell you we tried just
about every approach I can think of relative to acquiring the Akin property and that is the
access to the Glocloff property where the mines are and the tailing piles are.

So this is obviously a discussion I think for executive session relative to property
acquisition, but I just want it to be known, it’s not a matter of we haven’t been trying.
We’ve been trying for 20 years and we’ll be happy to sit down with Commissioner
Garcia in particular and give you the list of every iteration we have tried. I think that
would be helpful. I think we could also present that to the community so that they
understand. And I think a lot of the community members do know. It’s not a matter of we
haven’t communicated a lot of our problems, but because it’s been over such a long
timeframe, memories are short and maybe one big long list of everything that we’ve done
over the years would be helpful.

And I know that Colleen isn’t with the County anymore but I think she’d be
willing to help put that list together. If we put something together she’d probably be
willing to take a look at it and say, yes, you missed this or this or that. So we could do
that. And I think that’s something that would be really useful for Commissioner Garcia,
for the community, and for the Board as a whole.

So we’ll do that on Mt. Chal. Relative to Thornton Ranch, we have never been
ready to open Thornton Ranch. I think what Commissioner Garcia — what you might be
thinking of is we had to do the management plan, and that required us to collaborate with
160 some tribes. And so we spent a great deal of time collaborating with all the tribal
entities in order to finish the management plan. Once we had the management plan
approved by the Board then we went into designing, and that’s where we are right now is
in design of a part — and Thornton Ranch is hundreds of acres. Hundreds of acres. And
we’re not even anywhere close to being able to access on a regular basis the petroglyphs.

What we have done and what we did do is we did individual tours. We had people
sign up for tours. So we did do some tours of the petroglyphs. But what we’re talking
about is below the petroglyphs, opening up an area for access and building some trails for
people to ride horses on or a mountain bike or hike on and having access there. And
that’s the project that we put some money to. It’s not completely designed yet. We do
know they need to scale back some of the stuff. But one of the things that the Board
really, really pushed us over the last ten years is to make some of these open space
properties accessible to the public, that we didn’t buy them just to preserve them. We
bought them also to have some public access. And that’s something we’d like to try to do.
We heard that loud and clear several years ago from a former Board of County
Commissioners and that’s what we’ve been trying to do.

So that was the reason for that potential reallocation of funding was to try to
accomplish that on Thornton Ranch. And as I said, we’re not asking for that today. What
we are asking for today is approval of the funding allocations above the line on that
spreadsheet.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Okay. Thank you for the clarification, Manager Miller.
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I did see Commissioner Hansen had her hand up and so did Commissioner Hamilton. So
I’m going to go back to Commissioner Hansen. If we could kind of keep our comments
as brief as possible. I know that we’ve been on this subject for a while, unless it’s
something that is really important for the Board to hear.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Thank you, Mr. Chair. So I know we’ve
been on this one topic and we haven’t even made it to the bond recommendations, but do
you want a motion now, Manager Miller?

MANAGER MILLER: Mr. Chair, that’s great if you’re willing to vote on
this now. If you want to wait until after the bond one, but I would like a motion, a
decision —

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Okay. I’'m willing to make a motion to
approve the CIP recommendation on non-bond capital FY21.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Okay. We have a motion from Commissioner Hansen
and I believe I saw possibly a second from Commissioner Hamilton, but you’re on mute.

COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: Okay, yes. I seconded that.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Okay so we have a motion and a second. Under
discussion, is there any other discussion from the Board? Okay, hearing none, we’re
going to go to a roll call vote.

The motion passed by unanimous [5-0] roll call vote.

2. C.  Presentation Concerning Potential General Obligation Bond
Questions and Projects

MANAGER MILLER: Thank you. I think, Daniel, can you bring up that
presentation from RBC, and then we’ll go to the spreadsheet after this. I’m going to try to
do this pretty quickly. It’s a power point.

MR. SHAFFER: Daniel, it’s the item, if I could, Mr. Chair, relative to GO
bond projects and it is the financial plan or finance plan update.

MANAGER MILLER: So at the beginning of June I had a meeting with
our financial advisor and I apologize — at this meeting he was going to be available for
the study session last week and as you know, I was out so I didn’t get with him to
reschedule him for this week. But the basic gist of it, what I asked him to do is show us
what is happening with our property values, show us what our debt service looks like and
show us how much to keep our current debt service rate how much would we be able to
issue in general obligation bonds.

We started that discussion well before the COVID-19 and based on the historical
value of our property you can see that we’ve been steadily increasing — our Assessor and
his staff have been doing our valuation and you can see the last five years percent change,
year over year in our assessed value. This past year, for 2019, our assessed value actually
jumped five percent, so that gives you a pretty good increase in property value to spread
the debt service over.

So I was pretty surprised when he came back and said that he thought we would
be able to issue $40 million worth of general obligation bonds, or ask the voters, I should
say, for $40 million of authorization and issue $40 million over the next four years in
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bonds without changing our debt service rate. And that’s the highest — typically, we’re in
the $20 to $30 million range but because our valuation over the last five years has gone
up about a billion dollars, that’s a lot more of value to spread that debt over.

So you can see that this is just Santa Fe County’s rates. We don’t control any of
the state debt service or the city’s or the school district’s. They’re all individual. But
when you look at your property tax bill, when you see County operational and County
debt service, these are the rates that we have across the Board. Our operational, we have
all 11.85 mills in place but due to such high values of property it actually only comes out
to 5.799 on a residential operational rate. So that’s $5.80 per thousand taxable value.

And our debt service is 2.12. Now, it went up in 2017 from 1.97 to 2.12 because
the Commission at that time conscientiously made the decision to put an extra question
on the ballot, and that was the $5 million for health facilities which covered the $3
million to the Edgewood health facility and $2 million to the behavioral health facility.
So that jump that you see between 2016 and 2017 was a conscientious decision by the
Board to put an additional question. We would have had just $30 million worth of
questions to keep that 1.97 rate — 1.97, 1.98 is that it has been around for five years. But
they actually consciously put the additional question for $5 million and the voters
resoundingly voted yes for that. We put out to the public, it would, if you vote for all four
questions — that’s roads, water/wastewater, open space, and health facilities — would raise
your property taxes by about 15 cents per thousand, and they voted yes. So that’s why
you see that increase there.

But we built the debt service to try to keep it around 2.12 and in order to do that
going forward, with the outstanding debt that we have, this is all the general obligation
bonds that we currently have outstanding. Most of it is not — there’s a little bit that’s
callable, but not a lot, in the ability to call it right now and refinance it now. But our total
amount outstanding is about $120 million.

You can see we can’t call anything till July 2021. You can see that. So where we
have our Series 2011, we have $6.7 million still outstanding. $4.7 million is callable but
not until next year. And then the next one after that isn’t until 2022.

This is the actual debt service schedule. It shows you every one of our bonds,
what we pay, and this will be relevant when you see the budget presentation later. In our
total budget we have all of this debt service, our total debt service in general obligation
due on October 30, 2020. It’s going to be $14.9 million almost. And that just gives you
an idea of what we currently have outstanding and the schedule for payment of it.

So this gives you what we’ve done in the past. The last time we went to the voters
was in 2016. As I said, we did $35 million. We were going to only do $30 million in
order to keep that 1.97, 1.98 rate but we added the $5 million for the two health facilities.
That made our current debt service tax rate 2.12 mills. Out of that — as I said, we don’t
always sell all $35 million right of way. What we did — the voters approved it in
November 2016, $35 million. So we sold $22 million of that in the beginning of 2017,
and then we sold the remainder in 2018. '

So that puts us — and then you saw in that list, that list of all of our current
projects that are fully funded or partially funded, quite a few of them are in that 2016
bond issue. So that means right now, our next election that is scheduled and we usually
go every four years. This would be a departure if we go two years, but I'll give you a
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little info on that. But our next GO bond election would be scheduled for November
2020, and we could have an election for up to $40 million to be sold over the next four
years. That would maintain our historical rate of 2.12.

The next election, and this is if we assume a three percent growth in assessed
values. So on that first slide that I showed you, you can see that we probably averaged
about three percent but it’s not three percent per year. It was like 1, 1.7, 2, 5, so we do an
average growth of three percent per year in our projections in order to try to maintain that
2.12. If we did $40 million now, and we continued to have increases of three percent per
year for the next four years then in 2024 you could likely have another $40 million or $44
million. That would maintain the 2.12 mills. But that as we said, assumes a three percent
growth in assessed value.

If assessed value exceeds the three percent, in 2024 you’d be able to do more than
$40 million and still maintain that 2.12, but if the future average growth is below three
percent then our capacity would be lower in order to maintain the 2.12. It has been our
policy for probably close to 20 years to try to maintain a steady debt service rate. It used
to be we didn’t have a plan. We didn’t issue debt with any particular type of policy in
mind and our rate would jump up and down based upon values and based upon the
questions. But we have consistently — I’ll say 18 years, that we have consistently targeted
having a flat rate, and if we’ve decided to do something different it was conscientious and
taken to the voters with that information provided.

So this just gives you what our total bonding capacity is. This is set in statute.
Actually it might even be partially constitutional, but we’re allowed to have four percent
of assessed value, which is $284 million if you take our value today, it’s $7.5 billion in
residential and non-residential, and that gives us — four percent is $284, $285 million of
debt. As you saw, we have outstanding debt of $119 or almost $120 million, which give
us a remaining capacity of $166 million.

What we try to do is keep that debt service rate. On most of our bonds we
typically pay them off in ten to twenty years. Our debt service repayment has been
anywhere from ten to twenty years. We have not gone out any longer than twenty years.

So this is the information that drives — or this is the data that drives what I put
forward to you on how do we size our bond question.

So as I said, you could, if you wanted as Board make a decision to go out for $40
million in November. I personally think that the voters will be a little gun-shy to large
questions like $20 million for roads, $10 million for open space and $10 million for water
and wastewater. Additionally, we don’t have the staff capacity, as we started this whole
conversation this morning, to do all $40 million in the next couple years anyway. So
maybe right now, where voter sentiment may not be as supportive of a large — even
though taxes, all things stay the same; taxes wouldn’t go up, they just may not be as
supportive.

So I asked the financial advisor, give me a scenario if property values — if we did
go out with $40 million and property values went down next year or the year after, what
would happen. So what he did is he said if you go out with $40 million and we have our
three percent growth every year, nothing changes, we would stay at 2.124. And that’s
based on three percent growth. And he gives you in this table, you can see it’s 2.124 right
now, and the expected rate if you went with $40 million in 2020 and $40 million in 2024
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it would stay 2.124. But you see, it would have to continue to have assessed values grow
at three percent per year, so we’d go from $7.5 billion to $8.465 billion in 2023.

If we have a blip because of the economy, and COVID-19 and possibly drop in
commercial values because businesses go out of business, anything like that, and we
wouldn’t necessarily see that in 2021 valuation. You probably still might even see an
increase in 2020 valuation, this year. But next year. If we saw a three percent decrease,
just one year at a three percent decrease, and then a zero percent growth in 2022, and then
we come back to our average three percent, you can see that what that would do is
increase from 2.12 to 2.34 by the time we hit — so just to do what we typically would
have planned, what we would have planned to issue, would create an increase for the
taxpayer.

If you look at scenario 3, and we did $20 million in 2020 and we had our growth
in 2021 but we had a downturn in 2022 and no increase in 2023, and then start to grow
again, you would have $20 million in 2020 and $35 million in 2024 without any increase.
So what I asked him, and I don’t have the scenario for you but he said essentially what
you could do is $20 million in 2020 and when we get to 2022, see what happened with
property values. See what’s happening with the economy. If at that point we didn’t have a
major dip in valuation, you could do $20 million in 2022 and still maintain the 2.124, and
then still have capacity for $40 million in 2024.

So what my recommendation was and why we put forward to you $20 million
was it’s a conservative approach to say, hey, let’s not push it with the voters and then
let’s see what happens with the economy, with property values over the next two years,
and decide in 2022 if we want to go out with another bond question. Or questions, 1
should say, and size it at that time, if you decide to do it, size it to a size that keeps the tax
the same.

I asked him are there lots of entities — counties, cities, municipalities — that do
questions every two years? And he said, yes. It’s not uncommon. Sandoval County does
their bond questions every two years instead of every four. Makes it a little more flexible
for then and he says they have not had any problem having their bond elections approved
by the voters, so there are other counties, and that was the one that does it most similarly
sized to us on a regular basis that way. Others do it like we do, every four years.

There is some advantage. The state does their bond questions every four years.
We’re on the same schedule as them. That means that that ballot is pretty long with
questions for bonds. This would actually put us — have some of our questions on the off
years to the state questions. We’re the last ones on the ballot, just so you know, when it
comes to it. And [ don’t actually — I say we’re the last ones on the ballot but I haven’t
seen one since we did all these consolidated elections either. So I have no idea how long
that ballot is going to be with questions to the voters for any City GO bond, any school
district GO bond, so that’s something also we need to make sure we know.

So that’s why the recommendation is what it is, is $20 million this November and
take a wait and see for November 2022. So with that I stand for questions about this
financial plan.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Okay. Thank you, Manager Miller. I’m going to go
through the Board for questions. Commissioner Moreno, did you have questions, sir?
COMMISSIONER MORENO: I don’t think I have much to add. I think
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the Manager gave us a good thing to think on. I’m not sure where I would go. Ordinarily
I’m in the middle of the road which would be a scenario to, but I’d like to hear the others’
ideas.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Okay. Thank you, Commissioner Moreno.
Commissioner Hansen.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Thank you, Mr. Chair. Thank you,
Manager Miller. I appreciate the overview. I think that in this situation that we’re in with
the COVID-19, I think it is a wise and prudent way to bond and go for $20 million and
maybe $20 million in 2022. I think that it’s important that what we have on the bond
question and I know that this community continually supports open space and continually
supports roads and sewers and utilities and so those are important things that residents
care about. And with the capacity that we have I think that it is the correct approach. So
those are my comments and thank you.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Thank you Commissioner Hansen. Commissioner
Hamilton.

COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: This analysis is just spot-on. It’s really
strong information, exactly what we need. I strongly support the concept of going with
scenario 3. In ecological risk assessment that’s called bet-hedging and that’s self-
explanatory. The idea of being conservative now to see how things trend in the next could
of years under the circumstances is the smartest thing to do. We retain options but given
the potential of further economic downturns, because we all know how things are
trending now and there is a lot of discussion of things getting better and as soon as
nationwide things started to open, things are not getting better. We have not seen all the
economic fallout from that. The potential of having some real estate to those — property
value impacts over the next two years is a real risk. Whether it happens or not — hopefully
it doesn’t, but this gives us options and we maintain our options by going with the $20
million this year. Thank you.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Thank you for your feedback, Commissioner
Hamilton. Commissioner Garcia.

COMMISSIONER GARCIA: Thank you, Mr. Chair. Great presentation,
Manager Miller, like the other Commissioner said, spot-on. Can’t get any more detail
than this. Katherine and I have worked together for many years and I’d just like to give
her and basically a lot of the individuals that work in the County, that we’re during this
crisis that’s happening worldwide, we’re actually very fortunate to have Katherine
because — her and I sometimes talk about being very conservative, very, very
conservative, but in times like these likely all of our employees don’t get furloughs.
They’re still working. They’re still on the payroll and thank you, Manager Miller for that.
Id also like to thank the County Assessor because without the tax assessor the valuation
of him and his team going out there and getting valuation for all these properties
obviously will be where we are.

I also agree with option 3 as I think someone has stated, but I just wanted to
mention that for the record. Thank you.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Thank you, Commissioner Garcia. And I would ditto
the comments of my fellow Commissioners. I think this was a great presentation and I
again thank Manager Miller and staff for all their hard work. If there’s not any other
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questions — I’ll ask one more time of the Board, did you have any other questions or
comments from the Board?

MANAGER MILLER: So Mr. Chair, what I’d like to do, and in the
interests of time, if we could bring up the — Barbara, I think you were the one who had
the GO bond things. I’ll quickly explain this. This is not something that needs a decision
today and I want to make sure — you guys have Housing and our regular meeting, so I'm
just going to quickly explain this. We have the next couple of meetings. We don’t have to
determine our bond questions until — I'll get with our bond counsel, but the 28™ of July
and maybe even our first meeting in August to get them on the ballot. So we might have
all the way till August 11™,

But what we did, and I misspoke. I forgot. In 2016 we actually did five questions
and the voters approved all of them, and that’s phenomenal. But we did water/
wastewater, we did roads, open space, Public Safety facilities, and health facilities.
Because we’re scaling this back, and the ones we have traditionally done since probably
1998 is open space, roads and water and wastewater. So we’re going back to our three
staple project questions. And the questions have to be grouped. They have to be specific
to the group of or projects that are in them. So we would recommend doing an open space
question — open space, parks and trails question, roads question, and a water and
wastewater question.

And what we put in here and what I’d like to do for our next meeting is actually
give you what I think would be prime projects for the 2022. So that maybe we can have a
good discussion about, well, is that appropriate to be in the 2020 or the 2022? And that
might help with the dialogue on these so you can see we haven’t forgotten some of your
priority projects. So that Joey can do the final budget presentation I just want to put this
list out there for you. It’s been changing, as you can see. If you go down, Barbara, it
changed a little bit where the yellow is, just since we sent it to you, because we got some
feedback from you, Commissioner Hansen. They all kind of grouped into one thing, and 1
wasn’t really sure why they were all in one thing. So it’s really three different projects:
Caja del Oro inlay is one project. You asked about making sure that Lopez Lane
sidewalks, that the construction be funded, but it is going to take us a while to design it.
All we have is preliminary, like three possibilities. But what we need to do is pick one
and actually have it designed and find out how much it’s really going to cost to acquire
easements and build it. So that we have for 2022 a much better number to build into that
question

Also Agua Fria inlay, that one is the additional funding that was needed for that
and I believe that it was on as a local government road project, so some of that’s already
built into the budget.

Also in utilities, we had had, in our first iteration we had $400,000 for the water
plan and we had another one that’s really not ready to put in the question. This is actually
a project that is ready to go and so we took out the 40/80-year water plan and replaced
that with the Romero Park and then the other project would go to 2022.

So I’'m not going to go into all of these unless you specifically have a question.
I’d like to just put this out here for you guys to look at, and then put it on the July 14
BCC meeting for a much longer discussion, as well as the July 28"™ before we would ask
you to approve the questions, the dollar amounts for each question, and the projects that
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would go in each question.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Okay. Thank you for that information, Manager
Miller. Is there any comments relative to the information that Manager Miller just
provided to us? I'll go to Commissioner Hansen, questions or comments.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: I want to thank Gary and Manager Miller.
Thank you. I appreciate this. I think we can have more discussion on it. I recognize we
only have 20 minutes before our next meeting and I know we all need to have something
to eat and I think we can discuss this at a further time. So thank you very much.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Thank you, Commissioner Hansen, and thank you for
keeping it brief. You’re right. We’ll have another opportunity to voice our comments and
concerns or any recommendations. Commissioner Garcia, do you have anything.

COMMISSIONER GARCIA: No. Just really quick. I’ll have some
questions for staff but I can meet with them later. But item number 5 on this list, the old
list, is Ripley property acquisition. It says District 3. What’s that? Does anybody know?

MR. GIRON: Mr. Chair, Commissioner, Paul Olafson, are you on the
line?

PAUL OLAFSON (Projects): Mr. Chair and Commissioners, the Ripley
acquisition is a parcel that is an inholding within the Cerrillos Hills State Park and the
park coalition has refused it as a donation and they would like to transfer it t the County
and we have to do some of our due diligence to get the copy. So it’s an acquisition, a
donation, and just trying to do all the studies and title work, etc. to make it clean.

COMMISSIONER GARCIA: I’ll get with staff a little later, but thank you
guys. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Thank you Commissioner Garcia. So I’'m going to go
to Commissioner Hamilton. Do you have any questions? Comments?

COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: No. I really appreciate having this now
and I assume we all should spend some time looking at this and getting with staff
between now and the next meeting. But this is a very good start in my mind for a list. So
thank you very much to Katherine and staff.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Thank you, Commissioner Hamilton. Commissioner
Moreno.

COMMISSIONER MORENO: As usual, a good presentation of the
numbers. I appreciate all the work that goes into these presentations and thank you for
being so diligent about that. Thank you.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Thank you, Commissioner Moreno and thank you to
all my fellow Commissioners and a big thank you to Manager Miller for the presentation
and at least giving us a little summary so we will be able to get some questions ready for
our next meeting and to look at approval for this request. Manager Miller, was that it or
did you have any other comments?

MANAGER MILLER: Mr. Chair, I think that’s it and then I believe we
can do the last item I think that’s on the agenda. I should know capital discussions always
take a lot longer than we anticipate. So I appreciate all of your patience on that and all of
your comments and feedback and approvals. So the only thing we have left was the
direction on final budget, so if Joey can do that that would be great.
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3. FY2021 Operating Budget
A. Presentation and Request for Direction on Final Budget for FY2021

JOEY ROWE (Budget Supervisor): Good afternoon, Chair Roybal,
Commissioners. I’m here this afternoon to present to you requests for direction on the
final budget for fiscal year 2021. We have a final budget presentation to recommend to
you today. It totals $333,770,899. That is almost $30 million lower than the adopted
budget that we have in the current fiscal year 2020. That’s an 8.24 percent decrease over
the previous fiscal year adopted budget.

Final direction for the fiscal year 2021 budget is needed to confirm the inclusion
of any additional direction that the Board may have since we did the interim budget
presentation on May 26™ and also the direction we received June 9™ during the regular
BCC meeting. So the final budget can be prepared and approved bﬂy the BCC by
resolution at a future meeting which would most likely be July 14™ to submit to the New
Mexico Department of Finance and Administration by July 31* so that they can adopt the
final budget, and because our fiscal year 2021 starts for the County tomorrow we have
the rest of today in fiscal year 2020.

We did receive the approval of our interim budget from DFA, just as a side note.

Here are our final budget totals by fund. As you can see — I’'m not going to go
through every one in the interests of time this afternoon, but that information is there for
you, totaling the $333,770,899.

So what is in the final budget? I’'m going to go through the main pieces of our
operating budget for fiscal year 2021. We have recurring revenue in the amount of
$123,246,093, and then we will be using some budgeted cash to bridge that gap between
our recurring revenue and recurring expenditures. So the budgeted cash amount that we’ll
be using is just over $21,131,000. So the total resources now match the total expenditure
amount of $144,377,211, and I will at a later slide get into what using that budgeted cash
means.

Here’s our recurring revenue. This should be by source. Recurring revenue by
source, totaling $123 million. That was on the previous slide. So you can see — and I'll
just briefly speak to the GRTs. We did put an overall reduction of about 30 percent in the
GRT budget for fiscal year 2021 and we are starting to see that decrease already. We did
receive June’s distribution, which was collection from the month of April, and that was
done 17.5 percent from the previous June’s distribution. While hold harmless is actually
up, the overall GRT collection and distribution was done.

And here is by department our different departments, the final expenditure budget
for the recommendations totaling that $144 million in the recurring budget, which is of
course part of the overall budget.

Also in the final budget is personnel, of course. We have no new full-time
equivalents so no new positions in the new budget. There’s no cost of living adjustments,
no merit increases. We actually spoke with mostly the Public Safety Department and
were able to reduce some of the overtime budget by $567,000 for fiscal year 2021 by
using some different management practices. We do have the increase, as you know, to the
health insurance on both the employer and the employee sides that are built into this
budget. We have the hiring freeze that we have mentioned before. The hard hiring freeze
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has a total of 75.5 positions in there that are frozen anywhere from two to six months.
Most of them are frozen to six months, and that’s going to eliminate approximately $2
million from the departments’ recurring budgets in the upcoming fiscal year. And [ will
also get into that a little bit more in later slides, and as additional information at the end
you have the list of what those positions are.

So overall, the personnel budget is $75,394,797 for all the County departments.
Of that, the frozen positions total $2,756,660 that are in a separate pot of money, if you
will. So when those become unfrozen and the department is requesting those positions,
those will be reviewed at that time and if the determination is made to fill those then we
can move that money back into their operating budgets for that purpose.

So the hiring freeze information, here are the 75.5 positions by department. Now,
these are just the hard freeze positions. We also have a soft freeze, if you will, going on
where we would like each department to keep about a ten percent vacancy rate, and so in
order to do that, that normally naturally happens anyway during the course of retirements
or people leaving the positions. And so we’re going to try to maintain that ten percent
vacancy rate so that we can maintain a little bit more operating budget, just in case the
revenues don’t end up coming in like we’re anticipating that they are.

So the hiring freeze information, if we did fully budget those positions, that would
equate to about $4.763 million and because we’re only budgeting the partial year of $2.7
million, those savings of $2 million are in the general fund of almost a million and the
other funds at just over a million. So it was kind of split 50-50 with the savings.

Also in the final budget are capital dollars in the amount of $110,394,405. This
includes all the fixed assets that we had presented to you previously and also the capital
projects. And although we did include those fixed assets in the budgets for fiscal year
2021 that you had seen and approved previously, we are going to be delaying purchases
in specifically the general fund but all funds where we have fixed assets budgeted until
we can determine that our revenues are coming in and we are seeing those materializing
at the expected rates. And as per County policy, if there’s any fixed asset that is a vehicle
or vehicle-related, that will still have to continue to go through the VURB for approval
and review.

Also included in this budget is almost $25 million in debt service. Our
outstanding GO bonds total $119,705,000, and our outstanding revenue bonds total $94,
165,000. Transfers between funds total $63,627,712, and of those, most of that is
typically going to be from the general fund at almost $41 million, and then also debt
service at over $10 million, and to and from special revenue funds at $12.2 million.

I do have an additional slide at the end as well that has all of that detailed out as
exactly what is transferring out. So the budgeted cash I had mentioned earlier, we were
using the $21 million to bridge that gap for recurring revenues to recurring expenditures.
And this is typical. Each year the BCC adopts a balanced budget where the anticipated
revenues match the anticipated or estimated expenditures. And the revenues often will
come in higher than anticipated because of our conservative budgeting that we do, and
the budgeted expenditure amounts, typically we don’t exhaust those full budgets. And so
that leaves a cash balance at the end which falls to the bottom that we can then use in
future years. So the budgeted cash proposed to be used in fiscal year 2021 was actually
generated in fiscal year 2020 and these fund balances or the cash balances, this $21

QZOZA/TT/80 IHTI4COHY MIATD 248



Santa Fe County

Board of County Commissioners
Special Meeting of June 30, 2020
Page 38

million that I’m talking about with balancing recurring to recurring is actually — it’s not
part of the County reserves and it is money that we had realize this year, the revenues,
and also from those departments, when we were doing all those budget cuts, as you
recall, the departments had committed to leaving funds in their fund balances so that by
the end of the year we were able to help bridge that gap for next year and that’s realizing
that.

Also, as part of this budgeted cash, we have our capital projects and fixed assets.
That’s the bulk of what we’re using budgeted cash for which is carrying forward from the
current year. That totals almost $96 million.

MANAGER MILLER: Excuse me. Joey, I just want to interject here. Yes,
we typically do have excess revenues and unexpended expenditures fall out of the budget,
and have that cash to budget the following year. That’s why we don’t have to use our
reserves. I do just want to state though, don’t expect that in this year’s budget. We
budgeted so much tighter this year that we’re likely not to have excess. Because of last
year’s budgeting, that’s what’s going to help carry us through this year. Let’s hope by
next year all of this COVID-19 stuff is gone and we’ll see our revenues come back by
July of next year so that we don’t have to worry about coming up with another $20
million to close the gap. I just wanted to interject that because, yes, we can sustain that
for this year. We could maybe even sustain it for part of the following year, but then we
would start really eating into our reserves. So just tossing that in the conversation.

MS. ROWE: Thank you, Manager Miller. Chair Roybal, Commissioners,
and as a side note also with budgeted cash, this is something that we typically use every
year. For instance, last year, our budgeted cash totaled $124.5 million, so we’re actually
budgeting less cash in the upcoming fiscal year than we did in the previous year.

So these are where we’re talking about receiving the additional budgeted cash.
Our recurring revenues right now as of yesterday were coming in at over $10.6 million
higher than what we’re budgeted, and that was just as of yesterday. So we still have some
that will be accrued throughout the end of this fiscal year into fiscal year 20’s budget, and
then because of the departments leaving some of their expenditures on the table, and then
also the natural process of just operating business there’s always going to be some of
your operating expenditures remaining. The amount left there is going to be over $12
million, so the total that’s going to fall to the bottom is almost $23 million and we’re
going to use the $21.1 million of that for recurring to recurring for fiscal year 21.

And with that, [ am requesting approval for a resolution that will be coming to
you on the 14" of July for our fiscal year 2021 final budget amount of $333,770,899, and
after this slide I believe there are several slides with additional information, and if you
had any further questions on that I stand for any questions.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Thank you, Joey. Is there any questions from the
Board? Commissioner Hansen, did you have any questions or comments?

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Joey, this is in our Board packet?

MS. ROWE: Yes.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: I went through the entire Board packet. I
must have missed this. Is that where it was located?

MS. ROWE: Chair Roybal, Commissioner Hansen, yes, ma’am. It was not
in the BoardDocs this morning for sure. I believe it was placed on there yesterday.
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COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Okay.

MR. SHAFFER: Mr. Chair, in addition, this presentation was emailed to
all Commissioners last night.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Last night. Okay. Thank you.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Thank you.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: It’s really not enough time but I understand
that we’re under these situations. I did look over some of the things that were sent last
night but it would be helpful if we had at least a day to look things over, but thank you,
Joey, for a very concise, clear presentation. I really appreciate it.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Thank you, Commissioner Hansen. Commissioner
Hamilton.

COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: First of all, [ wanted to say I went
through this and it’s just an excellent presentation. The organization of information was
such that I really had no questions. I can interpret it all just from looking at it. So I really
appreciate that. It’s unusual for this kind of complex budget to have this kind of
summary.

You mentioned a soft hiring freeze. We are trying to hold open. I just wanted to
confirm that any potential savings from that are not already accounted for in the balance
of the budget. Because we’ve gotten it down to a balanced budget. Those would be in
addition, I assume. Soft hiring freezes that can be maintained?

MS. ROWE: Chair Roybal, Commissioner Hamilton, yes, ma’am, that is
correct. Anything that is not filled at the beginning of the fiscal year, all those dollars will
continue to be saved in the departments’ budgets.

COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: Okay. And then I just wanted to
comment that that’s an important idea. And I generally support it, assuming that there’s
some discretion department to department because I know a couple of positions, in
particular the Fire Department, lots of them are on the hard freeze and that’s just fine. But
there are a few — if there’s the potential for discretion with respect to how needed the
position is that would be good. Otherwise I really do support this. I think this is well
thought out and I support this budget as presented. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Thank you, Commissioner Hamilton. Commissioner
Garcia.

COMMISSIONER GARCIA: Yes. Thank you. Great presentation. No
questions. Thank you.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Commissioner Moreno.

COMMISSIONER MORENO: No questions. I'm good. Good
presentation.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Thank you, and I would agree with my fellow
Commissioners. I haven’t had enough time to go through this completely but what I did
see I thought it was great. It’s really easy to interpret so I’'m glad to see that. Now, on
this, we do need action on this item today, correct?

MS. ROWE: Chair Roybal, no, sir. We are putting this on the July 14™ to
adopt the resolution to adopt the final budget as presented today and recommended.

MR. SHAFFER: Excuse me, I’'m sorry. If I could, and I apologize for
interrupting. We would like confirmation by a vote that we had captured all of the
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direction from the Board, so that we know as we prepare and implement the budget for
the fiscal year that begins tomorrow that we have captured your desires. But there will be
a final formal approval by a resolution, but as we prepare that document two weeks from
now and that vote would give us that confirmation that we’ve got it all right and that
there won’t be any changes.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Okay. Thank you, Attorney Shaffer. That was my
interpretation. That’s why I thought we needed a motion today. With that being said,
what’s the pleasure of the Board.

COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: Mr. Chair.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Commissioner Hamilton.

COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: Yes, I would make a motion supporting
the analysis done in this budget and the direction and the material information that was
laid out in this budget. So just for clarity, the motion is in support of what was presented.

COMMISSIONER GARCIA: I’ll second it, Mr. Chair.

COMMISSIONER MORENQO: I support it.

CHAIR ROYBAL: So I have a motion from Commissioner Hamilton and
a second from Commissioner Garcia. s there anything else under discussion? Hearing
none, I’m going to go to roll call vote.

The motion passed by unanimous [5-0] roll call vote.

CHAIR ROYBAL: We look forward to having more confirmation and
final approval in July. Thank you.

4. CONCLUDING BUSINESS
A. Announcements
B. Adjournment

Upon motion by Commissioner Hamilton and second by Commissioner Garcia,
and with no further business to come before this body, Chair Roybal declared this
meeting adjourned at 1:06 p.m.

Approved by:

-

Board of County Commissioners
Henry Roybal, Chair
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